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Life friendly policies: Do they really help?
ABSTRACT
An employee’s inability to balance work and non-work related responsibilities have resulted
in an increase in stress related illnesses. Historically, research into the relationship between work and
non-work has primarily focused on work/family conflict, predominately investigating the impact of
this conflict on parents, usually mothers. To date research has not sufficiently examined the
management practices that enable all “individuals” to achieve a “balance” between work and life. This
paper explores the relationship between contemporary life friendly HR management policies and
work/life balance for individuals. Self-report questionnaire data from 1241 men and women is
analysed and discussed to enable organisations to consider the use of life friendly policies and thus
create a convergence between the well-being of employees and the effectiveness of the organisation.
Keywords: Work-life balance, life friendly policies, Workplace practices.
INTRODUCTION
Global economic pressures, changing workforce demographics and competition are among the
many challenges faced by organisations today, and have contributed to the increase use of flexible
workforce practices (Kramar 1998; Desimone, Werner and Harris 2002). Organisational challenges
associated with these environmental pressures include greater emphasis on the use of peripheral
workers, an increasing transience among expatriates, more intensity on the job and longer working
hours resulting in significant increases in work/family conflict. However, the flexible work force is
received with mixed emotion with some suggesting that flexible policies may satisfy senior
management and stakeholders’ desires to improve the bottom line, whilst, individual needs for
stability and a sense of balance are not being met (Kramar 1998).
Work/life balance issues are frequently portrayed as ‘the’ problem of the 21st century
(Parasuraman and Greenhaus 2002; Barling and Sorensen 1997). Research demonstrates that family
conflict has a significant negative influence work attendance and work quality (Kofodimos 1995),
while performance pressures and longer working hours are increasing family conflict (Hill, Hawkins,
Ferris and Weitzman 2001; Kofodimos 1995; Marks and MacDermid 1996). Although work/family
research has predominately focused on parents, Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) census data
indicates that many people are living alone (31.6% unmarried) or choosing not to have children
(46.8% childless families) (ABS 2001). Thus, the work/family focus of the existing literature is
inconsistent with the increasing numbers of people adopting a single or childless lifestyle and
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reinforces the importance of research exploring the work/life balance (WLB) needs of individuals who
may not have family responsibilities. To achieve WLB employees may utilise life friendly policies
aimed at helping them achieve a ‘balance’ between work and non-work. Although a plethora of
research has examined the causes and consequences of conflict and imbalance between work and
family, limited attention has been given to the relationship between various life friendly policies and
an individual’s experience of WLB. Therefore, the aim of the current study is to explore the
relationship between life friendly policies and employees self-reported WLB.
Life Friendly Policies
In conjunction with the results of the inconsistency and limitations in the previous
categorisation of life friendly policies and the organisational benefits, the current study
examines the broad range of policies evident in the literature and categorises the policies into
four like groups.
Flexible work schedules
Flexible work schedules refer to an employee’s ability to start and finish anywhere within a
range of times negotiated between the employee and employer, or compress their work week into less
days at work, whilst still performing a standard 38-40 hour working week (Baltes, Briggs, Huff,
Wright, and Neuman 1999; Thornthwaite 2004). In recent years flexible scheduling practice has
received popular attention and has been introduced as a mechanism by employers to assist employees
balance their work and non-work lives though flexible start and finish times (Baltes, et al. 1999;
Parker and Allen 2001), while providing organisational benefits such as improved quality, productivity
and financial gains (Huselid 1995; Applebaum, Bailey, Berg and Kallenberg 2000).
Using the meta-analytic technique, Baltes et al. (1999) reviewed 31 studies examining the
effects of flexible work schedules on several work related criteria and found that flexible work
schedules had positive effects on employee productivity, job satisfaction and satisfaction with work
schedule, and reduced employee absenteeism. In addition, Tausig and Fenwick (2001) contend that
employee’s who perceived they have control over the flexibility of their work schedules experience
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less time stress than those who have no control over their work schedules. Galinsky, Bond and
Friedman’s (1996) research also found that parents who felt they had greater autonomy in their jobs,
more control over their work schedules, less hectic and demanding jobs, and/or more job security
reported appreciably less conflict, less stress, and better coping than other parents, resulting in
increased job satisfaction and reduced absenteeism.
Whilst research has generally demonstrated a positive relationship between flexible work
schedules and work/life balance, considerable interest has emerged over why some employees are not
utilising the policies available. Existing evidence suggests that employees may be reluctant to utilise
FWS’s as they fear reprisals for career advancement (Thompson, Beauvais and Lyness 1999, 396) and
possible alienation from co-workers or management (Kofodimos 1995, 4). Other employee concerns
involve the suggestion that those who take up FWS’s lack commitment to their work or the
organisation (Wise and Bond 2003, 23). In addition, research also indicates that organisations
experience negative effects from flexible programs via increased implementation cost, problems with
conflicting schedules, and coverage with suppliers and customers (Baltes et al. 1999: 496).
Carers’ facilities
Carers’ facilities refers to any form of benefit specifically designed to accommodate
employees with leave, facilities or flexibility to care for children, elders or other family members.
Many employees require facilities such as carers’ rooms for incidental care of children, time off for
family emergencies or to visit children’s schools or take elders to the doctor. In a large public sector
organisation Kim (2001) found that the availability of family leave policies had a positive impact on
work satisfaction, reduced work stress, productivity, commitment and family integrity. Carers’
facilities and leave have also been positively related to work/family balance, satisfaction, productivity,
and reduced absenteeism and turnover (Glass and Finley 2002; Kossek and Nichol 1992; Thomas and
Ganster 1995; Blair-Loy and Wharton 2002). In contrast, Kossek and Nichol (1992) and Thomas and
Ganster (1995) found no significant impact for childcare on absenteeism, work performance or job
satisfaction. Interestingly, Kim (2001) reported negative findings, with 23% of respondents indicating
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that family leave policies negatively affected their career advancement and 33% of respondents also
claiming that family leave policies increased conflict among employees and supervisors.
Alternative work arrangements
Alternative work arrangements refer to a work week of fewer than five days and flexibility to take
time off without pay for hours not physically at work. Eaton (2003, 149) describes these types of
flexible arrangements as providing an alternative to working the 9-5, five day a week schedule,
defining flexible arrangements as “the ability to change the temporal and spatial boundaries of ones
job”. Whilst it is generally accepted that flexibility is constrained by the nature of the task to be
performed, today many employees require flexibility to attend to non-work related responsibilities.
Eaton’s (2003) study with seven biopharmaceutical firms found that work/family policies were more
important to employees where supervisors allowed more flexibility than the formally provided policies
by the employer, such as annual leave and sick leave. Eaton (2003) found that this was especially the
case for women whom make up most of the part-time employees in the workforce.
Offsite arrangements
The final set of LFP’s considered in the current literature review relates to the provision of
offsite work arrangements. Hill, Ferris and Martinson (2003, 221) categorised work outside the
physical workplace as ‘telework’, or “any form of substitution of information technologies such as
telecommunications and computers for work-related travel, moving the work to the workers instead of
moving the workers to work”. The current study defines ‘offsite work arrangements’ as any form of
work conducted during the normal business hours performed outside the traditional workplace site that
does not require a physical presence in the workplace.
The assumption is that the flexibility inherent in offsite work benefits the family with research
confirming that offsite arrangements enable increased autonomy in the scheduling of paid work,
housework and childcare responsibilities (Wise and Bond 2003). Working from home has also been
reported to improve home communications and help families save on food, clothing and transportation
costs (Kossek 2001). Offsite policies are also correlated with increased motivation and job
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satisfaction, higher dedication and morale, and higher energy levels on the job due to elimination of
wasted time (Hill, Miller, Weiner, and Colihan, 1998; Kurland and Bailey 1999).
However, paradoxical results are also reported in the literature. Respondents in Batt and
Valcour’s (2003) study indicated that working from home allowed them greater control in managing
work and family demands but was disruptive to family life. Bruck, Allen and Spector (2002) similarly
contends that with employers having the ability to reach employees 24 hours a day seven days a week,
that this could result in employees being distracted from family matters and create greater conflict
between work and family (Bruck et al. 2002). Hill, Ferris and Martinson (2003, 232) also reported that
the self-report data obtained from workers in traditional offices n=4316, virtual offices n=767 and
home offices n=441 demonstrated that home office workers experienced considerably less ‘balance’
than traditional office workers. Kurtland and Bailey (1999) also identified that offsite arrangements
negatively influenced job motivation, had a negative impact on social networks, decreased teamwork
and increased resentment by those who do not work offsite. Thus, although offsite arrangements may
provide flexibility it may also allow work to invade an employee’s non-work life.
Work life balance
Many researchers have used the term work ‘family’ balance to describe the relationship
between work and non-work life roles (Gudmundsson 2002; Prasuraman and Greenhaus 2002;
McLean and Lindorff 2000), whilst more recently research has begun to examine work ‘life’ balance
for individual employees with or without children. Accordingly, there is lack of conceptual clarity in
the literature between the constructs of work/family balance and work/life balance resulting in an
interchangeable use of these terms. However, most researchers are using the above terms to describe a
construct that relates to an individual’s ability to balance multiple life role responsibilities. Given the
present studies focus on work/life balance, the work/family balance definitions articulated by McLean
and Lindorff (2000), Greenhaus et al. (2002), and Hill et al. (2003) are used to generate a
comprehensive definition of work “life” balance. Therefore, for the purpose of the current study
work/life balance is defined as a state in which a range of needs are met by allocating time to both
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work and life roles according to a combination of individual priorities and the demands of work and
life.
The existing empirical evidence on the effects of employee inability to balance work and non-
work related responsibilities has consistently demonstrated outcomes associated stress related illness
(Kofodimos 1995). For instance, symptoms of work/life imbalance such as stress, strain, burnout, poor
job satisfaction and conflict (Greenhaus and Buetell 1985; Marks and McDermid 1996; Hill, Ferris
and Martinson 2003). These symptoms are of substantial importance to both organisations and
employees and are often experienced by employees affected by increased performance pressure and
longer hours spent in the workplace (Hill et al. 2003). Research by Hill et al. (2001) and Greenhaus et
al. (2003) examining individual perceptions found support for the hypothesis that perceived job
flexibility was significantly and positively related to work/family balance. Suggesting that individuals
can better manage long working hours with unpredictable demands when given measures of control
over when and where work is done.
The literature reviewed indicates that the provision of life friendly policies can have a positive
impact on employee work/life balance and organisational outcomes such as turnover, productivity, and
absenteeism. Research has demonstrated contradictory results reporting no benefits for employees and
organisations from the implementation of life friendly policies. However, there is a potential synergy
between the needs of the organisation for flexibility and the needs of employees for flexibility.
Therefore, the purpose of the current study is to explore the relationship between various life friendly
policies and employee self-reports of work/life balance with the aim of identifying the types of
policies that provide the greatest benefit to employees and organisations.
METHOD
Participants and Procedure: 1427 self-report questionnaires were distributed through the
organisation’s internal mail system to employees within a large public sector agency. Due to a high
level of organisational support an 87% response rate was achieved, resulting in 1241 returns. The
demographic details of the sample indicate that a fairly equal representation of gender was achieved
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with 53% (n=649) female and 47% (n=569) male respondents (23 respondents did not report gender).
The modal age group of respondents was 30-39 (n=417, 33.6%), while 292 (23.55%) were 29 years or
younger, 305 (24.6%) respondents reported being 40-49, and 197 (15.9%) were 50 years and over (20
respondents did not indicate age). 78% percent of respondents were employed in a permanent full-time
position, 8% in a temporary full-time position, 1% in a temporary part-time position, 0.3% in a casual
position, and 9% of respondents were contractors or agency hire workers. 27.6% of respondents were
either senior executive officers or senior management with the remaining 73.4% from lower levels of
the organisation.
Measures: Knowledge of Life Friendly Policies was measured using eleven items on a categorical
scale (1.Yes, 0.Unsure, 0.No). Employees were asked if policies such as “carers leave”, “work from
home”, and “telecommute” are available to them. The same items were also measured on a five point
Likert type scale (1.Not at all helpful, to 5.Very helpful) gathering data on the employees’ perception
of the helpfulness of each policy. The instrument used was based upon a previous measure used to
assess family-friendly organisational policies (Gudmundsson 2002).
Work life balance was measured on a 5 point Likert scale (1.Not at all, to 5.A great deal). The
scale comprised of two, one measuring ‘affect’, “All in all, how successful do you feel in balancing
your work and personal/family life” and the second item measuring ‘time balance’, “I am able to
balance the time I spend at work and time away form work” (Berg et al. 2003, 179). Scale scores are
obtained by calculating the mean of the items. An alpha reliability coefficient of .912 was obtained.
RESULTS
The eleven life friendly policy availability scores were multiplied with the helpfulness scores
to create the helpfulness scores from only employees who reported each life friendly policy as
available to them. A principal components analysis with oblique rotation was conducted for the
product items of availability and helpfulness (n=1229). Four factors were extracted. The loading of the
variables on the factors and the percentage of variance explained is represented in Table 1 below. The
interpretive labels given to the four factors are as follows: offsite work arrangement (telecommuting
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and working from home); flexible work schedules (accrued day off, time off in lieu and flexible
start/finish); alternative work arrangement (part-time work and job sharing); and carers’ facilities
(carers’ facilities and carers’ leave). Variables special leave without pay and 48/52 failed to load
cleanly and were therefore deleted. A correlation analysis was conducted with the four factored life
friendly policy variables and the work/life balance variable (Table 2). The findings indicate that
individuals perceive flexible work schedules as policies that can help them to achieve increased
work/fife balance. The results indicated that flexible work schedules was the only factor that had a
significant positive correlation with work and life balance (r=.014, p<.01).
TABLE 1
Factor Loadings, % of Variance and Alpha Coefficients.
Offsite
work
arragement
Flexible
work
arragement
Alternative
work
arragement
Carers’
facilities
telecommuting 0.937
(working from home 0.908
Accrued day off 0.868
time off in lieu 0.699
Flexible start/finish 0.634
Part -time work -0.924
job sharing -0.92
carers’ facilities -0.876
carers’ leave -0.862
% of variance explained 33.04% 16.16% 13.68% 11.46%
Cronbach alpha reliability
coefficients 0.826 0.573 0.833 0.721
TABLE 2
Correlation Matrix Life Friendly Policies and Work/life Balance
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed
carers’
facilities
offsite work
arrangement
flexible work
arrangement
alternative
work
arrangement
carers’
facilities
offsite work
arrangement 0.35**
flexible work
schedules 0.30** 0.17**
alternative
work
arrangement 0.30** 0.30** 0.25**
Balance 0.05 -0.04 0.14** 0.05
n 1192 1204 1189 1190
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DISCUSSION
The purpose of the current study was to investigate the relationship between various life friendly
policies and an employee’s self-reported perception of work/life balance. To enable interpretability,
the individual life friendly policies were factor analysed to examine the plausibility of the proposed
structure of work life friendly policies. Results of the factor analyses supported the four distinctive
factors of carers’ facilities, offsite work arrangement, flexible work arrangement and alternative work
arrangement.
The correlation analysis reveals that employees who perceive that flexible work schedules are
available and helpful report an increased perception of work/life balance. Descriptive statistics
demonstrate that 83.4% of respondents found flexible start/finish times to be helpful and 62.7% of
respondents reported that accrued days off are also helpful. These results suggest that offering
employee’s flexibility in their work schedules is related to the experience of greater work/life balance.
These results are consistent with the findings that the provision of life friendly policies such as flexible
work schedules has a positive impact on employee work/life balance and organisational outcomes
such as turnover, productivity, and absenteeism (Baltes et al. 1999; Parker and Allen 2001; Tausig and
Fenwick 2001).
However, the correlation analysis did not reveal any significant results for alternative working
arrangements (r=.046, p=.113), carers’ arrangements (r=.049, p=.089), and offsite work arrangements
(r=-.043, p=.139). Therefore, the results of this study indicate that these policies are not related to
work/life balance. Previous research has found that alternative working arrangements, such as part-
time work and job sharing, is dependent upon the nature of the work performed. In the current sample
only 1% of respondents reported working part-time and 9% were contractors or agency hire workers.
Therefore, it is plausible to suggest that access to alternative working arrangements is limited for
respondents in the current sample and that this may have impacted upon the participants ratings of
these policies.
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This research also found that offsite working arrangements were not related to work/life
balance. These results may be explained using the outcomes previously reported by Kurland and
Bailey’s (1999) who found that instead of assisting work/life balance that offsite working
arrangements made balancing work and life more difficult. Similarly, Batt and Valcour (2003) found
that working from home actually blurred the boundaries between work and life and were also
disruptive to family life. As a result working away from the physical work place may not be
appropriate and potentially prohibit work/life balance.
Of course the results of this study need to be interpreted with consideration given to the
limitations of the research. Common method variance and self-report bias are the primary limitations
of this study (Podsakoff, Mckenzie, Lee and Podsakoff 2003). Despite the weaknesses of the cross-
sectional self-report methodology, this design can be quite useful in providing a picture of how people
feel about and view their jobs. Generalisability of this study is also limited to public sector agencies of
a similar size.
In conclusion, the findings of this study extend the literature on work life balance in several
ways. As little research has been undertaken on the definition of work/life balance the support for and
extension of the themes in the literature is an important contribution to the understanding of work/life
balance. It is contended in this study that family roles are social roles contained within the broader
context of life roles, thus life roles encompass all of an individuals’ responsibilities, commitments and
social life regardless of family structure. Therefore, it is suggested that the difference between
work/family balance and work/life balance is that ‘life’ involves all of an individuals multiple social
roles (including family). The results of the study also suggest that organisations can meet their needs
for flexibility whilst simultaneously meeting the divergent needs of its workforce. Organisations
committed to strengthening the well-being of individuals can also achieve productivity and
performance benefits, such as increased commitment (Berg et al. 2003) by providing all their
employees with opportunities to better achieve a ‘balance’ between work and their personal life.
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